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1.1 Introduction

DOR Managemeni
and Contractor Team

Jim Eerguson, DOR Assistant Director

Chuck Seidier, Market Research Branch Manager
Chris Goetzke, Market Statistics Sectien SUpEenisor
Glralam Jennsen;, €ost SUiey: Project VManager

James: Glesoen;, Ph.BL, NewPelnt Glielp DIfeCio)
Wenay Prats, NewPoinrGretp Senier Consuitant




1.2 Introduction

NewPoint Greup
Contractor

= [IAIS processing fee cost survey was perfermed under
contract Yy NewPoint Greup: Management Consuliants
fier the Divisien off Recycling

= NewPoint Group as exiensive expernence Wit the

PIOCESSING iEE CoSt SUVEY, daiing PacCk IeHNCEPHGIA O
e ABT2020rpregam




1.3 Introduction

Purpose of
Cest Survey.

Most recyclers are reguired to redeem allf beverage
container matenal types

ScelrapValtes ol glass, plastics;, and pi-metalfare net
SUflICIent ter CoVEN: thellr Cost OF Fecy/Cling

Coesis are suesidized By paying FECYCIers a Processing
PEymEnt (1212

PR={((Cesi oifrecyching = Reasenable EinancialtRettim) = (Scrap Value)

oSt el recycling Was detemmined By S CoSt SURVEY,




1.4 Introduction

Coest Survey.
Timing

= Precessing fee cost sunvey was Used te estimate the
Welghted-average certified recycler costs per ton fior
10 beverage container matenal types

RECYCIEr oSS Were suiveyed i 2005 (Aprlthretgn
SEPIEMIEN), USINg rECyCIer calenaaryear 2002
linanRcial stalenments; 121061 Infermauoen;, and recycling
\V/OIUMES

RECYCIEr COSIS In thiSTSUVey: are USed fior the
BIGCESSING feer calctlalion, elfecuve Jantian/ 1., 2004




2.0 Cost Survey
Background

2.1 Sample and Census Cost Survey
2.2. Sampleior Highr\Velume Materals
2.8 Census for Low Velume Vaterals

A 2.4° OverallfSunvey: Size



2.1 Cost Survey Background
Sample and

Census CeSst Survey.

Approximately: 700 certified recyclers initie population,
a complete census Wwas not possible fer the high
Volume: matenals

Sampling was,Used fer altuminun, glass, PEI #1, and
HDPE #2

Complete census WasiUSed o) PIastics #5161+ 7
A COmBINANGR Samplneg/census Was USed 1ol BI-metal

[DataWastmanaged statistically ieran 65% CORGENCE
ievell and a /= 10% o aie




2.2 Cost Survey Background

Sample for High
Volume Materials

= A 12% over-sample was used to accommoedate the
POSSIPIILY of Iost Sites

= [he final sample size was: 181 recyclingl CENters

136 randoem sites, by three: strata, fer aluminun, glass,
PET #1, and HDPE #2

= Siiratar > 500HeRs eifelass (50 sIies)
== Siraier 2> 15 0NeRs 0l elass (47 SIes)
= Siratal s < 150Mens 0lrglass (SOIsites)

45 IeN-landeni SItesHior pIastics #3/10) 77 censisting oiiall
avallallerecyCline CERLENS EPoINg #3-#7 Veltme durnng 2002
Retalready ncilded n raneen seleclion




2.3 Cost Survey Background
Census for Low

Volume Materials

= Eor plastic resins #3 10 #7, there were 58 total
sites reperiing volume: for 2002

Surveyed all avaianlerecycling Centers reposting
#3711 PlaStIC VoeIURe i 2002

== EOr ki-nietal; tiere were enly: £1sHotal Siies
[EpoInevellnie e 2002

Used all o-metal ipiermation avalanle e 65 Sites

= 30 Sitesin the randem: sample
=85 SIteSHi the neR-randemisample




2.4 Cost Survey Background
Overall

Survey Size

= | argest sample size ever undertaken by DOR for the
COST suUvey, abeut 25% larger than: previeus samples

= (St effiort tor determine costs for bi-metal, HDPE, and
#3-#1 plastics




3.0 Cost Survey
Methodology:

B 3.1 Cost Survey Process
13,2 Labor Allecation Model
3o Site Cost Determinateons

S.4- QUality: Contel REVIews

B 3151 Veasurement of Costs by Material Tiype

3.6 IndirectrCost AllocationrSun=NMedels

3.7 Statewide Welghied-Average: Cosis



3.1 Cost Survey Methodology
Cost Sunrvey PrOCESS

Opbtained financialistatements; and classiiied Site Costs
INto categories

Nen-allewable Property: taxes
Direct|alaor Ultilities
Oiherialor Supplies
Genenralihusiness overiead Euel
Franspertation IASUrERcE
RENL INtErESt

[Depreciaen ViaiRlERaNCE/Epalrs




3.2 Cost Survey Methodology
Labor Allocation

Model

Lalhor allecation medel was develeped, refined, and
Preven over the past 10ryears

ldentiiied and allecated costs directly attrnputanie
161 SPECIiic materals, o greups ol Materails

REVIEWEG PEISONREIECONES IO 12061 EXPENSES

IRteRIewedrsiiemanagement iordetermmine allocaton of
101215 3 0I-AGUISPEEMPIGYEE

Allocaleareaci WOrker's time 1o
[RECYCIETN, PIOCESSH);, Ol GLIEIFBUSINESS
Dlifagivzlfel lzigor o cllloiglef fzloe)s
SpPEciciCRV matenals; and non=CRV maierials




3.3 Cost Survey Methodology
Site Cost

Determinations

= Reconciled lahor expenses in laboer recerds o the
financial statements

= Allecated Indirect costs hased on 1anor allocations

= SUmmedtall direct and Indirect CostS




3.4 Cost Survey Methodology

Quality Control
Reviews

= On-site (field) reviews
Audit teamverfied and reviewed all data at each; site

= Office reviews perfermed afterr each site Visit
Eield audivtean eiitwe;, ene generally a CrRA
IRGERERCENT aUdit team G twe
Auditmanager, CPA
INEWPBIRUSINESS/pregiem analyst




3.5 Cost Survey Methodology
Measurement ofi Cests by Material

hype

= [Direct cosis were identifiedrand applied te eachiof the
ten CRV material tyjpes wWhere applicanle

L2901 allecation methoawas Used 1o allocate
empleyee Rous By thiee maieral type Calegeries

AlUminum/eiEmetal
Glass
Allfplastics

Remaining Indiect costs ior allminun/si-metalrandall
plasticsiWere allecaied ierseparaie malenal pes
9ESEM 01 GpErational aneimatenal aneling faclors
empleyed IRriWoernew: SUB-medels




3.6 Cost Survey Methodology
Indirect Cost Allocation

Sub-Models

B = [[ie sub-models uitilized fouir key: eperational/material
nandling fiactors based oni extensive field research
\Weight facior (tetalftennage handled)
Containeriacior (nUmber off centamers handied)
\/elUmenicacior (aVerage contaifer sizetor the matenalfiype)
Commineled facior (properiien eiinen-CRV/ CoRiainers)

= [sheawelghting:oeiziieoperatienal/imaieral anaiing
IACLOIS Was esiallISHEd BASER Bl analyZInG SERSItVILY
2l meaian cosis Usiig [est aaia




3.7 Cost Survey Methodology

Statewide Weighted-Average
Costs

onk Each matenal type cost per ton Was: hased on

a statewide weighted-average: calculation

\Welghted average by strata for aluminumi, glass, PET #1, and
IHDPE #2

Populaten weighted average ior PV #3; LDRPE %4, PP =5/ PS
#6), and Other #7

Simplewelghied average ok hiEmeial

s Faewelghied-averagercalculatieniis eguired
By Statlie




4.0 Cost Survey
Results

4.1 2002 Statewide Recycler Costs Per Tien

4.2° 2002 Costs Compared Wit 1999 Costs

458 2002 Sample Efer Rates and Sample: SIZes

R 404 2004 Precessing Paymenis Compared Wity 2008




4.1 Cost Survey Results

2002 Statewide
Recycler Costs Per lion

with Reasonable Financial Return

Recycler
Material Type Cost Per Ton

Gleiss

AlUrrlers)

r o)c\n) o\~
©,295.99




4.2 Cost Survey Results

2002 Costs Compared
wiith 11999 Cests

Costs per Ton with Reasonable Einancial Return (RER)

Material Type % Change

&leiss e, $88.! (7.5)%

AlUrrlers) 429,68 $563.8 1.5.2%

(18,0)%

SYEVIETEl B2 ! Samerasal RN




4.3 Cost Survey Results

2002 Sample Error Rates
and Sample Sizes; @o%c)

. Error
Material Type Pate

AlUrrlers) 1.52%)

SISVIEL 1251
9.21%
9. 11T%

9. 15%

Qirlar #71




4.4 Cost Survey Results

2004 Precessing Payments Compared
wiith 2003

Processing Payments
to Recyclers
(Per Container )

% Change
2%
(&

(39




5.0 Analysis of Cost Survey
Results

B S. 1 PET - CRV Tonnage Recycled & Recyclingi Cost per Ton

5.2 199091 & 2002 Changes In Cost, Velumes, & Costs per fion

\
\ 5.5 19991 &) 2002 Cost Detall By Stiraia

15,4 Comments on 2002 Costs per fon




5.1 Analysis of Cost Survey Results
PET History - CRV Tonnage

Recycled & Recycling Cost Per Ton

CRV Tonnage Recycled at Recycling Centers & Cost per Ton

$800

$600

$400

Tonnage Recycled
$200

1994 95 96 97 98 99 2000 01 02




5.2 Analysis of Cost Survey Results

1999 and 2002 Changes In Cost,

Volumes, and Costs per Ton

Material Type I::glcllslﬁgncll%tseg Mol i é::trl‘?l“?)?l % Change | % Change | % Change
w/ RER (tons) W/ RER in Costs in Volumes | in Cost/Ton
Altiesinting 1999 129,669,592 oL 978 | ©389.92 —-- - -
Altiesiniting 2002 91,081,255 12,298 229,84 4.7% -11.4% 18.2%
Glzass 1999 20,425,901 230,749 95,92 - SEe ———
Glziss 2002 18,783,075 229,489 SHNGS) - 5.0% - 0.5% - 1.5%
PET 1999 19,140 680 20,9109 1 599,51 - SEe ———
PEF 2002 16,459 448 58,298 | 4YL ey 25.3% 52.7% -18.0%




5.3 Analysis of Cost Survey Results

1999 and 2002 Cest Detail by Strata

Population -, Cost per Ton Average
Material TYpe || siratum | Stratum | Stratum | population|| Stratum Stratum Stratum | Cost/Ton
1 2 3 1 2 3 07 (AR
| Al L9991 104 298 426 929 p808.29 | 9809,99 | $503.78 | $365.672
Altiglnds 20021 | L4 282 290 O 3599.12 | 93547 | 548.99 429,64
Clzists LYY 107" 299 380 192 98,92 99,110 197.63 59.92
Glags 2002 105 282 260 g4 7 99,95 99.26 142.06 9185
PET 1999 L0 297 392 799 510.05 | 51574 | 986.42 5592yl
PET 2002 o2 252 265 g5l 40948 | 434 48 | 715.28 491,57




5.4 Analysis of Cost Survey Results
Comments en 2002

Costs Per Ton

Number off PET beverage containers recycled more than doubled
from 1999 te 2002 and tonnage: Increased by 53%. Durng same
pened, PEI measured costs decreased by 18%

Consistent with PEIF results; number off allminums heverage
containers recycledihetween 1999 and 2002 has decreased 5%
and measured costs have increased 18%.

fherenwerne $8% fewerr oW VolUme: CERters (Straitim: S sites)in
SUREY-PopUation - Compared Witiard 90992002 resulisHay/ siraia
Rdicate altrtieninrighrcost CERLESS,, Ieaving IeWer cost CENters in
tersuvey populatien

Viarket sihiare: shliiireny allminung, aighivalle mategal With ne
PIeCESSINGiEe; terPEIFhas crealed sirttcitial chiangesinitiae

ecyclingiindustn/placingrdewnward pressure ontieialevenue
29




6.0 Questions

= Questions/Comments

= Concerms/Suggestions




